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PREFACE 

In 1967, the Department of City Planning published the 
first in this series of annual reports on changes in the 
city's inventory of housing. Since the publication of the 
first report, changes in content and format to improve the 
report have been made. The object is to present concise, 
significant information about the housing stock derived from 
available City records. In this report, a transition is made 
from the purely statistical to one which may also monitor the 
progress of the City in achieving the objectives set forth 
in its Plan for Residence adopted by the Planning Commission. 
To achieve this, the 1970 report contains a special section 
on the public actions affecting the housing stock of the 
city. 

1970,’ a Census year, may be considered a bench mark for 
new housing information. Unfortunately, the results of the 
Census will not be available in time for analysis and inclu- 
sion in this report. In view of this, and because the decade 
beginning in 1960 was summarized in last year's report, this 
report will be confined solely to a consideration of housing 
activity in 1970 and it will use the 1960 tract boundaries. 
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S U M M A R Y 


1. The net gain in housing units for 1970 was 260 units. 

Nine hundred and ninety units were certified complete and 
730 (exclusive of hotel rooms) were demolished. The net 
gain for 1970 was the lowest recorded for the period 
starting in 1960. 



2. Public actions accounted for 464 of the 730 dwelling units 
removed, nearly the same proportion as last year. Of the 
1,658 hotel and lodging rooms demolished, 1,084, or 65 per- 
cent, of them were removed as a result of public action. 
Public actions were responsible in both dwelling unit and 
hotel and lodging house categories for two-thirds of the 
loss of units in 1970. 

3 . Although completions of single family homes rose from 

69 units in 1969 to 106 units this year, and despite the 
fact that structures containing less than ten units 
accounted for 369 units, 37 percent of the year's total 
production, this category of lower density housing suf- 
fered a net loss of 180 units in 1970. Redevelopment 
projects now in the construction phase will add low 
density units to the stock when they are completed. 

4. As in previous years, higher density structures (those 
having ten or more units) were responsible for the major 
share (nearly 63 percent) of the units completed. Single- 
family homes rose to nearly double their number in 1969, 
and though they represented 54 percent of new structures, 
their share of units amounted to about 11 percent. 

5. In the nine county Bay Area context, San Francisco was 
again in the lower ranks, leading Napa and Marin in pro- 
duction. According to Department of Commerce records, 

Santa Clara authorized 17,718 new units to San Francisco's 
1,671. The percent single family of total authorizations 
placed San Francisco lowest at 9 percent, Marin highest at 
64 percent, with an average of 39 percent for the Bay Area. 
Even though new single-family units are being authorized 

in the city, and though town-house projects are continuing 
to be built, the figures indicate that multi-family housing 
will probably continue to be the major theme of construction. 

6. The stimulation of the housing market through measures such 
as the reduction of the interest rate has had effect in 
the Bay Area as a whole. However, the picture for San 
Francisco, according to the construction series released 

by the Department of Commerce, is not as good as comparable 
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months of January and February, 1970. Authorizations as 
of February, 1970, totaled 450 units while for the same 
time in 1971 amount to 281 units. For the Bay Area, the 
total number of units in 1970 for the period was 5,017 
and in 1971, 7,261. 



INTRODUCTION 


Purpose and Scope of the Report 

Simply put, the purpose of these reports, published 
annually since 1967, is to keep track of changes in the 
inventory of housing. By changes are meant the number of 
units gained as a result of new' construction and the number 
of units lost through demolition. Although detailed infor- 
mation about rents, vacancies, number of bedrooms, and many 
other aspects of housing would be desirable, availability is 
the determining limitation. Except for data compiled by this 1 

Department from the records of the Central Permit Bureau and i 

the Bureau of Building Inspection, Department of Public Works, 
little public information exists about the housing market. 

Periodic surveys, such as the one by this Department in 1969 
and the decennial Census are major sources for the useful | 

items mentioned above. However, such surveys are expensive I 

and cannot be undertaken without adequate funding. As a 
result, many of the facts about housing desired by both 
public and private agencies are available only on an occa- 
sional basis. Every effort will be made by the Department 
of City Planning to soe that such information is available. 

As a result of interagency cooperation, and in response 
to the programs set forth in the Plan for Residence , the 
report this year incorporates a section on the role of public 
agencies in housing for the city. Then, too, as the City's 
information resources are mobilized, a result of effort to 
achieve a common information system, some of those aspects 
of housing which cannot be dealt with now may be accessible 
in the near future. 

Sources of Information for the Report 

The principal source of information for this report is 
records kept by the Central Permit Bureau of the Bureau of 
Building Inspection, Department of Public Works. The two 
documents mainly used are: Certificates of Final Completion 
and Demolition Permits. The former record is the source of 
new construction in place information, the latter that of 
housing units removed. 

Certificates of Final Completion are filed by Building 
Inspectors when they certify that a building has been com- 
pleted to their satisfaction. This has two important 
consequences for inventory figures. First, unlike the 
building permit, this record is a firm indication that the 
structure has been built and that the units are, in fact, 
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available for occupancy. A building permit, though granted, 
may not be acted upon and the units accounted for by it never 
brought into being. Second, it is entirely possible that' a 
building may be occupied before this certificate is issued. 

That has happened in several major apartment buildings in the 
city, so that, unless they are counted in advance of the filing 
of the certificate, their formal inclusion in the record may 
follow by a year their actual entry in the housing stock. 

This lapse of time must be understood for it has sometimes 
been pointed out that developments exist not counted in a 
current year's report. To keep the report consistent, however, 
development is not reported unless it has been recorded, or 
unless there is a special circumstance which would make 
reporting it desirable prior to the filing of a certificate. 

Demolition Permits are applied for at the Central Permit 
Bureau, . usually by contractors removing the structure. Since 
the application is made by persons not always familiar with 
the interior arrangements of the building, the information on 
units contained is frequently incomplete or in error. This 
requires additional research by the staff of the Department 
of City Planning who use a variety of records to establish 
the correct number of units contained in the structure 
demolished. It would.be desirable to have additional data 
on the number of rooms, age of the structure, nature of the 
previous occupancy, etc., but these facts are simply not 
available at this time. The Department cannot guarantee that 
the figures from all sources for demolished structures will 
agree. The figure considered most recent and/or from the 
source judged most reliable will be used. 

Certificates of Final Completion are also used to 
establish the relatively minor gains or losses of units 
resulting from the alteration of existing buildings. 



4 


SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING PROFILE, 1970 


Net Change 

Although the net loss of structures was slightly less in 
1970 than 1969, the net unit addition to the stock was even 
lower. In 1970, 260 units were added, the difference between 
990 units certified complete and 730 units demolished. 


TABLE 1 


Net Change in Housing Structures and Units, 1970* 


Structure Type 


No. of Structures 

No. of Units 

Single Family 


-23 

-23 

2 


-43 

-86 

3 


-16 

-48 

4 


-3 

-12 

5-9 


0 

-11 

10-19 


+1 

+28 

20 or more 


+7 

+ 412 

Total 


-77 

+ 260 


*New construction minus demolitions. 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971, 

from records of the Bureau of Building Inspection, 
Department of Public Works. 


Again, the pattern of losses in lower density categories 
was repeated. This year, however, an extension of net loss 
to the 5-9 unit division occurred with net gains confined to 
the higher density buildings containing 10 or more units. 

The pattern, not exceptional in one of the worst years of the 
decade for construction, reflects the difficulty experienced 
in the housing market. Toward the end of the year, however, 
there was a resurgence in the national housing construction 
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aided by the easing of loan rates. Though it is premature 
to predict the full effect of the declining loan rates in 
San Francisco, the Bay Area has experienced an increase in 
construction. It remains to be seen, however, whether or 
not the current economic recession will act to neutralize 
the stimulus provided by lowering interest rates. 

In Table 2, the net additions by category of structure 
are added to the running total kept since 1960. According 
to figures based on local records, the housing stock stands 
at 331,887 units. However, recent figures released by the 
Bureau of the Census set a much lower figure for the housing 
stock. According to the 1970 Census, San Francisco has 
310,402 units, a difference of 21,485 units from the total 
provided by the housing inventory figures. The difference 
is greater than the net gain of 21,328 units which on the 
basis of City records have been added to the stock in the 
period 1960-1970. In fact, the Census figure represents a 
net decline of 157 units in the city's stock since 1960. 


TABLE 2 

San Francisco Housing Stock, December 31, 1970 


Structure Type' 

No. of Units 

Percent 

Single family 

112,303 

'34% 

2 

37,935 

. 11 

3-4 

32,403 

10 

5-9 

36,950 

11 

10+ 

112,296 

34 


Total 331,887 100% 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Plan- 

ning, 1971, from records of the Bureau 
of Building Inspection, Department of 
Public Works. 
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At the time of this publication, it is not possible on 
the basis of the limited information so far released by the 
Bureau to determine the source (s) of the discrepancies and 
to do more than conjecture about a reconciliation of these 
figures. One important contribution to the discrepancy may 
result from a revision of the Census definition of a housing 
unit in 1970. The 1960 definition was a relaxation of the 
earlier definition of the dwelling unit. However, in 1970, 
according to the following passage from the Bureau's Census 
User's Guide , the definition was once again given a more 
restricted meaning. 

151.1 " Housing Units — Housing units comprise houses, 
apartments, groups of rooms, or single rooms, 
which are occupied, or vacant but intended for 
occupancy, as separate living quarters . Specif- 
ically, there is a housing unit when the occupants 
do not live or eat with any other persons in the 
structure and tfyere is either direct access to the 
units from the outside or through a common hall, 
or (2) in 1960, a kitchen or cooking equipment 
for the occupants' exclusive use ; in 1970, complete 
kitchen facilities for the occupants' exclusive use ." 

p. 61, 1970 Census User's Guide, Bureau of the Census, 

U. S; Department of Commerce. 

The difference which may be made by the requirement in 
1970 for complete cooking facilities* as contrasted with 1960's 
less restrictive requirement of cooking equipment as one of the 
criteria for the housing unit can be illustrated as follows. 

In 1950, to qualify as a dwelling unit, the living quarters 
were required to have a kitchen, by which was meant the equiv- 
alent of complete cooking facilities. In 1960, as noted above, 
the requirement was simply that of cooking equipment. In 1960, 
a room having a hot plate qualified as a housing unit. In 
1970, the same room would not, since it may lack a sink and 
mechanical refrigerator associated with complete cooking 
facilities * 

To illustrate the effect of a change in definition, in 
1950, the area generally known as the South of Market and 
contained in Census Tracts Kl, K2, K3, K4 , and K5 had, . 


♦Complete cooking facilities include kitchen stove, sink and 
mechanical refrigerator. 
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according to the Census, about 4,000 dwelling units. In 
1960, this same area was enumerated as having 12,000 housing 
units. The dramatic increase was not due to new construction, 
for the Census recorded but 35 new units constructed since 
1950 in that area. The 200 percent increase was due solely 
to the change in definition employed. 

It will be essential, when the Census information is 
finally released, that it be checked against local sources 
of information. The use of Census data as a bench mark will 
only be possible when standards of comparability are estab- 
lished, and when there is agreement between the various 
sources of data on what constitutes the housing unit. It 
should be noted that all the units recorded in the housing 
inventory reports follow the more restrictive definition 
employed by the Ce nsus . They all have separate entrances 
and all have complete cooking facilities. The discrepancies 
will, in all probability, be much the same nature as those 
which existed between the 1950 and 1960 Census, though in 
reverse. It is hoped that this will be the last major shift 
in Census terminology. 

New Construction 

In 1970, the number of units for which permits were 
authorized nearly doubled that of 1969. In Table 3, each of 
the categories, single and multi-family, were double that of 
the previous year. (In 1969, the total authorized construc- 
tion for San Francisco was 859 units, of which 77 were for 
single-family dwellings and 782 were multi— family units.) 

In 1969, San Francisco ranked eighth among the nine counties 
in terms of total units authorized; last year the city was 
in the seyenth rank. 
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TABLE 3 


San Francisco Bay Area 
Number of New Housing Units Authorized 
by Building Permits, 1970 


County 

Single- 

Family 

Multi 

Family 

Total 

Estimated 

Cost 

(millions) 

Percent 
Single-Family 
of Total 

Alameda 

4,954 

5,322 

10,276 

$162.0 

48 

Contra Costa 

2,178 

4,554 

6,732 

98.8 

32 

Marin 

834 

470 

1,304 

32.0 

64 

Napa 

489 

430 

919 

12.9 

53 

San Francisco 

144 

1,527 

1,671 

31.3 

9 

San Mateo 

1,284 

4,276 

5,560 

79.4 

23 

Santa Clara 

6,321 

11,397 

17,718 

258.8 

36 

Solano 

902 

909 

1,811 

24.5 

50 

Sonoma 

1,716 

1,035 

2,751 

45.7 

62 

Total 

18,822 

29,920 

48,742 

745.4 

39 

Source: Construction Reports, 

Authorized 

Construction — San 


Francisco Bay Area, Department of Commerce, San Francisco 
Field Office. 


Note; Figures in this table will not correspond with those I 

presented in the balance of this report. The above f 

figures are construction authorized in the calendar i 

year, 1970, not necessarily completed. Only figures !' 

for construction certified complete in the calendar 
year 1970 are used in the balance of this report. 
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In other respects, the trends for the Bay Area remain 
much as in the previous year. Once again Santa Clara County 
led in units authorized with Alameda in second- place. Except 
for Marin County, single-family housing continued to decline 
as a percentage of total production. (It is noted here, and 
in the later tables, that a surprising reversal of single- 
family housing construction occurred in San Francisco. 

However, despite the increase in new units, there occurred, 
as noted above, a net decline in the total number of single- 
family units owing to a higher demolition than replacement 
rate . ) 

In Table 4, the pattern of residential completions for 
1970 shows, in addition to the singular increase in the number 
of single-family homes completed, the same general tendencies 
of earlier years. Over 70 percent of the new units were in 
multi-family structures having five or more units, and of 
this total, 51 percent were accounted for by high density 
structures containing 20 or more units. 


TABLE 4 


Residential Construction, 1970 
Number and Percent of Structures 
and Units by Structure Type 


Structure Type 

Number of 
Structures 

Percent 

Number of 
Units 

Percent 

Single family 

106 

54.0% 

106 

10.6% 

2 

19 

9.7 

38 

3.9 

3 

17 

8.7 

51 

5.1 

4 

18 

9.2 

72 

7.3 

5-9 

18 

9.2 

102 

10.3 

10-19 

8 

4.1 

117 

11.8 

20+ 

10 

5.1 

504 

51.0 

Total 

196 

100.0% 

990 

100.0% 


i 


i 

i 

1 
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Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971, from 

Bureau of Building Inspection records,, Department of 
Public Works. 
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Estimated cost of new construction as shown in Table 5, * t,| 

presented no clear picture of trends. Estimated costs of 1 

single-family dweelings were significantly lower than in the 
previous year, as was the unit cost of those falling in the 
20 or more unit category. Lower estimated costs than the 
previous year are shown in the 10-19 unit structure group, 
while all other categories showed increases. That no clear 
picture emerges is partly due to the small number of buildings 
responsible for units in the various categories. Another 
factor is that the cost estimated may not be the final cost 
of the building. It is the cost entered on the application 
for the permit and upon which the permit fee is based. The 
figure is reviewed by the Bureau of Building Inspection Plan 
Checker and may be revised. However, it is an estimate and 
is not revised to account for the in-progress costs of con- 
struction which may considerably exceed the estimate. Cost 
and data should be regarded with these reservations in mind. 


TABLE 5 

Estimated Costs of Construction per 
Structure and Unit by Structure Type 


Average 


Structure Type 

Total 

Est. Cost 

Average 
Cost/Str . 

Average 

Cost/Unit 

Cost/Unit 

(1969) 

Single family 

$3,225,910 

$30,722 

$30,722 

$35,245 

2 

903,487 

47,551 

23,775 

22,878 

3 

984,200 

57,894 

19,298 

19,284 

4 

1,297,740 

72,096 

18,024 

16,475 

5-9 

1,636,570 

90,920 

16,044 

15,476 

10-19 

1,581,000 

275,350 

14,716 

15,325 

20+ 

7,386,652 

738,665 

14,656 

20,546 


Total $17,015,559 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971, 

from records of the Bureau of Building Inspection, 
Department of Public Works . 
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Demolition 






In 1970, fewer dwelling units were demolished than in 
the previous year. In 1969, 898 units were accounted for, , 
570 of them resulting from public action, principally rede- 
velopment. In 1970, 730 units (not counting 1,658 hotel and 
lodging house rooms) were demolished, 464 of them through 
public actions, again primarily redevelopment. 

Single-family homes suffered the heaviest losses, 129 
units, and nearly 60 percent of unit losses were sustained 
in the less than five unit (low density) housing category. 


TABLE 6 

Demolitions, 1970 
Number and Percent of Structures 



and Units by 

Structure 

Type 


Structure Type 

No . of 
Structures 

Percent 

No. of Units 

Percent 

Single family 

129 

47.1% 

129 

17.7% 

2 

62 

22.8 

124 

17.0 

3 

33 

12.1 

99 

13.5 

4 

21 

7.7 

84 

11.5 

5-9^ 

18 

6.6 

113 

15.5 

10-19 

7 

2.6 

89 

12.2 

20+ 

3 

1.1 

92 

12.6 

Total 

273 

100.0% 

730 

100.0% 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971, 

from records of the Bureau of Building Inspection 
Department of Public Works . 


It is interesting to note that while public action 
resulted in 100 percent of the loss in the 20 or more unit 
structures, it was responsible for only one-third of the 
single-family homes lost. The private market, for various 
reasons, generally accounts for losses in tl>is area. 
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TABLE 7 


Demolition by Public Action, 1970 
Number and Percent of Structures 
and Units by Structure Type 


! Structure Type 

No. of 
Structures 

Percent 

No. of Units 

| 

j 

Percent 

Single family 

44 

33% 

44 

9% 

; 2 

36 

27 

72 

16 

3 

20 

15 

60 

13 

4 

10 

8 

40 

9 I 

u 

5-9 

13 

10 

84 

18 1 

n 

| 10-19 

6 

5 

72 

n 

15 

1 

20+ 

3 

2 

92 

20 * 

■ i 

; Total 

132 

100% 

464 

100% J 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971, 1 

from records of the Bureau of Building Inspection, 

Department of Public Works. 

■ 
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This would seem to indicate that although new single-family 
homes are being built, single-family homes as a whole are ! 

vulnerable to higher density development. As in the earlier j 

years of the decade, the utilization of the land for higher , 

densities of development renders especially susceptible older, ■ 

low-density housing. 

The share of demolition accounted for by public action * 

this year rose from about two-thirds to 70 percent. It should 
be noted, however, that a number of housing projects in the 
Western Addition are on their way to completion. Thus the « 

somewhat unbalanced picture given by the demolition tables 
must be viewed in the context of projects under way which , 

; will represent additions to the housing stock once completed. ' 

More information on this subject will be provided in the 
section, "Housing and Public Action". 
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In Table 8, for the first time, the loss of rooms 
resulting from the demolition of hotels and lodging houses 
is given. This inclusion is in response to many requests 
for this information, and in giving it, certain precautions’ 
should be observed. First, the counts are deliberately 
maintained as rooms, rather than housing units. It is not 
possible to know how many of the rooms lost represented 
permanent living quarters and how many were for transient 
guests. No knowledge of cooking arrangements in the quarters 
is claimed, one indication of permanency of residence. It 
is clear to anyone acquainted with certain areas of the city 
that many of the rooms, regardless of cooking arrangements, 
were probably permanent or semi-permanent quarters, espe- 
cially for elderly and/or single persons or childless 
couples. The impact of the loss of these rooms has been 
publicized from time to time by articles in local newspapers. 
Much concern for public action responsible for the losses 
has been voiced. However, in 1970, nearly one-third of the 
losses were through private actions. 


TABLE 8 

Hotel and Lodging House Rooms Demolished, 1970 

No. of Rooms Public Action Private Action Total 

in Building Str . Rooms Str. Rooms Str. R ooms 

74 

211 

176 

383 

814 

Total 14 1084 7 574 21 1658 

Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971, 

from records of the Bureau of Building Inspection, 
Department of Public Works. 


Conversions 

In 1970, the net change due to conversions amounted to 
a loss of five units as recorded in permit records. The 


number of illegal conversions which would tend to augment 
the stock, or the number of families doubling in the same 
quarters are unknown. 
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CHANGES IN THE HOUSING INVENTORY BY DISTRICT 



Changes by districts are useful as indicators of the> 
distribution of housing activity in the city. In the accom- 
panying maps, the basic divisions are the 1960 Census Tracts. 
(In next year's report, when data from the 1970 Census has 
been made available, the 1970 Census Tracts will be the basic 
area.) Census tracts are grouped into 15 planning divisions 
used by the Department in the preparation of its comprehensive 
plan. A summary of the general changes by district accompanies 
the maps and tables . 
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NET CHANGE 1970 

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY DIVISION AND CENSUS TRACT 




NUMBER OF TRACTS 
7 
II 

22 

37 

19 

20 
6 


DIVISIONS 

1. RICHMOND 

2. MARINA 

3. NORTHEAST 

4. DOWNTOWN 

5. WESTERN ADDITION 

6. BUENA VISTA 

7. CENTRAL 

8. MISSION 

9. SOUTH OF MARKET 

10. SOUTH BAYSHORE 
II BERNAL HEIGHTS 

12. SOUTH CENTRAL 

13. INGLESIDE 

14. INNER SUNSET 

15. OUTER SUNSET 



SAN FRANC! SCO 


DEPARTM ENT 






TABLE 9 


1 

San Francisco 

Districts in Rank Order 




of Net Change 

in Housing Units, 1970 



j 1 ! Rank 

Map 

Distr ict 

No. 

of Units 

1 

2 

Marina 


350 

2 

1 

Richmond 


122 

3 

3 

Northeast 


78 

4 

7 

Central 


75 


(12 

South Central 


60 

5 

L 

Inner Sunset 


60 

j 6 

ii 

Bernal Heights 


13 

1 ' 7 

15 

Outer Sunset 


10 

8 

13 

Ingleside 


4 

1 9 

4 

Downtown 

No 

change 

10 

6 

Buena Vista 


-23 

H 

8 

Mission 


-35 

12 

10 

South Bayshore 


-56 

13 

9 

South of Market 


-57 

14 

5 

Western Addition 


-341 

Total 




260 

Source; 

San Francisco Department of City Planning, 

1971. 
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TABLE 10 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Net Change in Housing by Structure Type, 1970 


1 

Rank 

Structure Type 


Single Family 

2-4 

5-9 

10-19 

20+ 


District 

□nits 

District 

Units 

1 District 

Units 

District 

Units 

1 District 

Units 

1 

South Central 

29 

Richmond 

41 

Central 

33 

Richmond 

46 

Marina 

319 

2 

Inner Sunset 

19 

South central 

31 

Richmond 

30 

Marina 

29 

Northeast 

93 

3 

Central 

12 

Central 

18 

Inner Sunset 

17 

Inner Sunset 

13 

Richmond 

24 

4 

Bernal Heights 

8 

inner Sunset 

11 

Outer Sunset 

6 

Central 

12 

W. Addition 

12 

5 

Ingleside 

5 

Outer Sunset 

8 

Marina 

5 

Outer Sunset 

<3 

Buena Vista 

0 

6 

Downtown 

0 

Northeast 

6 

Bernal Heights 

5 

Bernal Heights 

0 

Mission 

0 

7 

Buena Vista 

‘1 

Marina 

1 

Ingleside 

° 

Ingleside 

0 

Downtown 

0 

8 

South of Market 

-2 

Bernal Heights 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

South Central 

0 

9 

Northeast 

-3 

Downtown 

0 

Northeast 

o 

South Central 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

10 

Outer Sunset 

-4 

Ingleside 

- 1 

South Central 

0 | 

Downtown 

0 

Ingleside 

D 

11 

Marina 

-4 

Buena Vista 

-8 

Downtown 

0 

Mission 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

12 

Mission 

-7 

South of Market 

-11 

Buena Vista 

-5 i 

South of Market 

0 

Outer Sunset 

0 

13 

W. Addition 

-17 

South Bayshore 

-17 

Mission 

-6 

Buena Vista 

-9 

Central 

0 

14 

Richmond 

-19 

Mission 

-22 

South of Market 

-8 

Northeast 

-18 

Inner Sunset 

0 

15 

South Bayshore 

-39 

W. Addition 

-203 

V? . Addition 

-88 

Vf . Addition 

-45 

South of Market 

-36 

Totals 

-23 

' 

-146 


-11 


28 


412 


Source; San Francisco Department of City Planning from Bureau of Building Inspection records. 
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CHANGES IN THE SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING INVENTORY 


NEW CONSTRUCTION 1970 

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY DIVISION AND CENSUS TRACT 


NUMBER OF TRACTS 


— 1 

0 


70 

pm 

1 TO 

4 

21 

L.jtD 

5 TO 

9 

15 


10 TO 

24 

II 

WBKA 

25 TO 

99 

9 


IOO TO 

241 

1 


DIVISIONS 

1. RICHMOND 

2. MARINA 

3. NORTHEAST 

4. DOWNTOWN 

5. WESTERN ADDITION 

6. BUENA VISTA 

7. CENTRAL 

8. MISSION 

9. SOUTH OF MARKET 

10. SOUTH 8AYSH0RE 
II BERNAL HEIGHTS 

12. SOUTH CENTRAL 

13. INGLESIDE 

14. INNER SUNSET 

15. OUTER SUNSET 



TABLE 11 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Number 
and Percent of Units Constructed, 1970 


Rank 

Map 

District 

No. of Units 

Percent 

1 

2 

Marina 

360 

36 

2 

1 

Richmond 

164 

17 

3 

3 

Northeast 

100 

10 

4 

5 

Western Addition 

91 

9 


5 

7 

Central 

89 

9 

6 

12 

South Central 

66 

7 

7 

14 

Inner Sunset 

65 

7 

8 

11 

Bernal Heights 

15 

2 


9 

15 

Outer Sunset 

14 

1 

10 

13 

Ingleside 

11 

1 

11 

10 

South Bayshore 

10 

1 

12 

8 

Mission 

3 

- 

13 

9 

South of Market 

2 

- 

14 

4 

Downtown 

0 

0 


15 6 Buena Vista 0 0 


Total 

990 

100 

— J 

' Source: 

San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971. 
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TABLE 12 


San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Units Constructed by Structure Type, 1970 > 


Rank 

Structure Type 

* 

Single Family 

2-4 

5-9 

10-19 

20 + 


District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

1 

South Central 

35 

Ri chmond 

60 

Cen txal 

33 

Richmond 

46 

Marina 

319 

2 

Inner Sunset 

24 

South Central 

31 

Richmond 

30 

Marina 

29 

Northeast 

93 

3 

Central 

15 

Central^ 

29 

Inner Sunset 

17 

Inner Sunset 

13 

W. Addition 

68 

4 

Bernal Heights 

10 

Inner Sunset 

11 

Outer Sunset 

6 

W. Addition 

17 

Richmond 

24 

5 

Ingleside 

9 

Outer Sunset 

8 

W. Addition 

6 

Central 

12 

Bernal Heights 

0 

6 

South Bayshore 

8 

Marina 

7 

Bernal Heights 

5 

South Central 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

7 

Richmond 

4 

Northeast 

6 

Marina 

5 

Northeast 

0 

Ingleside 

0 

8 

Northeast 

1 

Mission 

3 

South Bayshore 

0 

Mission 

0 

South of Market 

0 

9 

Mission 

0 

Ingleside 

2 

Ingleside 

0 

South of Market 

0 

Mission 

0 

10 

South of Market 

0 

South Bayshore 

2 

South of Market 

0 

Ingleside 

0 

South Central 

0 

11 

Outer Sunset 

0 

South of Market 

2 

Mission 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

Central 

0 

12 

W. Addition 

0 

W. Addition 

0 

Northeast 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

Inner .Sunset 

0 

13 

Marina 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

South Central 

0 

Outer Sunset 

0 

Outer Sunset 

0 

14 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

15 

Buena Vista 

0 

Buena Vista 

0 

Buena Vista 

0 

Buena Vista 

0 

Buena Vista 

0 

Totals 

106 


161 


102 


117 


504 


Source; San Francisco Department of City Planning from Bureau of Building Inspection records « 
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CHANGES IN THE SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING INVENTORY 


DEMOLITIONS 1970 

NUMBER OF HOUSING UNITS BY DIVISION AND CENSUS TRACT 


n 





NUMBER OF TRACTS 

DIVISIONS 

0 


64 

1. RICHMOND 

2. MARINA 

1 TO 

4 

40 

3. NORTHEAST 

4. DOWNTOWN 

5 TO 

9 

9 

5. WESTERN ADDITION 

6. BUENA VISTA 

10 TO 

19 

7 

7. CENTRAL 

20 TO 

49 

4 

B, MISSION 

9. SOUTH OF MARKET 

50 TO 

99 

2 

10. SOUTH BAYSHORE 

II BERNAL HEIGHTS 

100 TO 

168 

t 

12. SOUTH CENTRAL 

13. INGLESIDE 

14. INNER SUNSET 

15. OUTER SUNSET 

vl C 1 

SCO 

DEPARTMENT 

OF C 1 T 


SAN 


PLANNING 




TABLE 13 

San Francisco Districts in Rank Order 
of Units Demolished, 1970 


Rank 

Map 

District 

No. of Units 

Percent 

1 

5 

Western Addition 

432 

59.0 

2 

10 

South Bayshore 

66 

9.0 

3 

9 

South of Market 

59 

8.0 

4 

1 

Richmond 

42 

6.0 

5 

8 

Mission 

38 

5.0 

6 

6 

Buena Vista 

23 

3.0 

7 

3 

Northeast 

22 

3.0 

8 

7 

Central 

14 

2.0 

9 

2 

Marina 

10 

1.0 

10 

13 

Ingleside 

7 

1.0 

11 

12 

South Central 

6 

1.0 

12 

14 

Inner Sunset 

5 

1.0 

13 

1$ 

Outer Sunset 

4 

0.5 

14 

11 

Bernal Heights 

2 

0.5 

15 

4 

Downtown 

0 

0 . 0 

Total 



730 

100.0 


Source: San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1971. 
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TABLE 14 


San Francisco Districts in Rank Order of Units Demolished by Type of Structure, 1970 


Rank 

Structure Type 


Single Family 

2-4 

5-9 

10-19 1 

20+ 


District Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

District 

Units 

. 1 

South Bayshore 

47 

W. Addition 

203 

W. Addition 

94 

W. Addition 

62 

W. Addition 

56 

2 

Richmond 

23 

Mission 

25 

South of Market 

8 

Northeast 

18 

South of Market 

36 

l 3 

W. Addition 

17 

South Bayshore 

19 

Mission 

6 

Buena Vista 

9 

Buena Vista 

0 

: 4 

Mission 

7 

Richmond 

19 

Buena Vista 

5 

Mission 

0 

Northeast 

0 

i 5 

South Central 

6 

South of Market 

13 

Richmond 

Q 

South of Market 

o 1 

Mission 

Q 

\ 6 

Inner Sunset 

5 

Central 

11 

Central 

0 

Richmond 

0 

Richmond 

0 

t 7 

Outer Sunset 

4 

Buena Vista 

8 

Ingleside 

0 

Central 

0 

Central 

0 

8 

Marina 

4 

Marina 

6 

Marina 

0 

Ingleside 

0 

Ingleside 

0 

[ 9 

Northeast 

4 

Ingleside 

3 

South Bayshore 

0 

Marina 

0 

Marina 

0 

[10 

Ingleside 

4 

Bernal Heights 

0 

South Central 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

South Bayshore 

0 

11 

Central 

3 

Northeast 

0 

Inner Sunset 

0 

south central 

0 

South Central 

0 

\l2 

Bernal Heights 

2 

Outer Sunset 

0 

Outer Sunset 

0 

Inner Sunset 

0 

Inner Sunset 

0 

§13 

South of Market 

2 

Inner Sunset 

0 

Northeast 

0 

Outer Sunset 

0 

Outer Sunset 

0 


Buena Vista 

1 

South Central 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

Bernal Heights 

0 

£ 5 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

Downtown 

0 

SPota 

ils 

129 

i 

307 


113 


89 


92 


^feource: San Francisco Department of City Planning from Bureau of Building Inspection records. 
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.jJ 


district 


highlights 


Net Change 


Nine of the 15 districts showed a net increase in 
units ranging from four for the Ingleside district to 350 fo? 
the Marina. Net losses ranged from 23 to 341 ™±t 8 in fivf 

notS 1Ct Th a t f °^ thS Downtown district, no change at all was 
noted. The heaviest gam resulted from the completion of a 

Cove a S ar ? complex in the Marina district, near Gas House 

units in 3 the w° S f S fr ° m clearance substandard 

units in the Western Addition A- 2 Redevelopment Proiect it- 

is expected that units now nearing completion will offset the 

year's-oor? and these “^1 appear i„ St * 

y rs report. Most of the net gain in the city was due to 

ousmg built by private market, a contrast with the previous 

year when Redevelopment-sponsored projects accounted for a ' 

considerable share of the 467 units added to the stock. 


New Construction 


Mar ^ na easily captured the leading place in 1970 

RicL^ C S-^ e - n r^ er ° f Units which were completed in th4 
Richmond district in second place. Nearly one-third of fh<= 

unats completed for the entire city were the resSS ol tte 

construction of the apartment house complex in the Marina 

district, and slightly more than a third of the city's total 

IS?h C cinSa? C d rr ; d S thiS area - The Inner Sunset y and 
South Central districts accounted for half of the Sinai e- 

family completions, the balance being scattered in six 

districts. The most active districts in the 2-4 unS arcm 

Vn r ?e RlC ?" ond ' S ° Uth Central and Central, in the 5-9 Ind 

tti Ln a d?f?^'. he Richmon< ? district continued to be among 
he top districts, accompanied by the Central and Inner ? 

group? in the f ° rmer and leadin g the Marina in the latter 


Demolition 


Nearly 60 percent of the units demolished in 1970 were 
^ ? hS Western Addition district. Heaviest losses 
^strict were in the 2-4 and 5-9 unit structure 

B * yshore led in the loss of single-family homes 
the downtown experienced no loss in this category. The 
loss of lower density housing (less than five unit buildings) 
d ^ ma ^ 1 ^ a ^ ly illustrated in Table 14. In all but one of 

thirds o^^diS^tf^^ 

SLr* four 
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HOUSING AND PUBLIC ACTION 


The Plan for Residence, recently adopted by the City 
Planning Commission as part of the City's Master Plan, estab- 
lishes basic housing policies for San Francisco. The Plan 
was formulated because of the need for general policies to 
guide public agencies involved in housing and because it is 
now required by State planning legislation. It is also con- 
sidered a necessary part of community planning by the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development for recertifying 
the City's Workable Plan. 

In June, 1970, the Improvement Plan for Residence was 
presented to the community for extensive public discussion. 

The report included a series of objectives and policies 
(Plan for Residence) proposed for the City's Master Plan as 
well as a set of corresponding programs for carrying out 
policy recommendations. In this section of the Improvement 
Plan targets were established for major programs involved in 
housing development. Targets were devised so that they could 
be translated into measurable accomplishments, particularly 
for such programs as Redevelopment, Public Housing and Property 
Conservation. ' 

i 

In the following sections of this chapter, the targets 
established in the Improvement Plan by mutual agreement between 
the Department and the public agencies are reviewed, and 
progress in achieving them in 1970 discussed. Each of the 
agencies has contributed information for this section, recog- 
nizing the importance of being able to acquaint the public 
with their aims and accomplishments. The three public agencies 
principally concerned with housing are: the Redevelopment 
Agency of San Francisco; the Department of Public Works; and 
the Housing Authority of San Francisco. In the following 
section, the specific targets set forth earlier are repeated, 
together with the progress toward their accomplishment. 
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IMPROVEMENT PLAN FOR RESIDENCE 


Housing Targets 
June, 1970 to June 30, 1972 


The targets set by the Improvement Plan for Residence 
are listed below for the three agencies included in this 
section of the report. These targets were established by 
mutual agreement between the agencies and the staff of the 
Department of City Planning. Following each listed target 
from the Improvement Plan is a response by the respective 
agency concerning its achievement of the target for 1970 
and its expectation of achievement in the immediate future. 


THE REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

In its projects, the Redevelopment Agency has very 
direct effect on the city's housing stock. Of profound 
importance is that in addition to the housing produced for 
the conventional market, the redevelopment process permits 
subsidies in the form of land cost writedowns to be made to 
developers of low- and moderate-cost housing. The program 
is a means for providing new, standard housing to low- and 
moderate-income families. Projects undertaken in the past 
twenty years include the Golden Gateway, Diamond Heights, 
Western Addition projects 1 and 2, Hunters Point and related 
South Bayshore projects, and Yerba Buena Center. 

Target 1 . Make available sites for 600 units of market 
housing" 

Statement: Although the Improvement Plan called for making 
sites available for 600 units of market-rate housing, the 
Redevelopment Agency reports that 1599 sites .totalling 
53.4 acres have been made available in the Diamond Heights 
and Western Addition Project areas. This exceeds the target 
set by 999 units. The distribution of sites in the two 
projects is as follows: 



Diamond Heights 
604 units* 

46 (single family units) 
154 
400** 

1204 

WoRtP-rn Addition A- 2 


18.7 acres 
3.2 

2.8 

26.7 

51.4 acres 


0.7 acres 
1.3 

2.0 acres 


**Of f ered in January# 1971* 

, _ r-mtrn-t — mnnitv based sponsors to construct 

Target 2 - j^^FgMi^r^derate price^ P^te .housing: 

^ i 1Q7 0 964 units of private housing 

Statement : As of July 1, 1970, ^ fam l lies and indid- 

were completed m redevelopment , 4 432 units of such 

uals of low and moderate income. 172 rSlbiUtation 

housing are presently Struct ion blgan on 662 units and 

units. By the end of 1970, construe r ^ ^ whic] ^ have 

“^“af^ n a!i“ItIon e of iStSest subsidy fund, fro. HUD. 

Community basedsponsorsarealsouorking^on^ttie^p^^^^^ 
planning stage for another 653 unit sponsor s have been 

?or Va an\=^ l^un^of suit fusing. 

Targe t 3. available sit gs_f° r 476 units of publ ic 

housing . 

, T ? h nudev2loS-t AganS hat S“StlI^ng 

offerings : 


Yerba Buena Center Project 
Clementina Towers (under construction) 


Units 


29 


Western Addition, A-2 Project 

Units for families (of which 9 0 
are under construction) 

Units for the elderly 


Units 


220 



200 

420 


Total 

696 

units 

Target 

476 


Target by 

220 

units 


It must, however, be noted with respect to the offerings in 
the Western Addition project, that because the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development has questioned the cost of the 
balance of the 220 units, they are not yet authorized for 
construction. The balance of 200 units has been offered to 
and accepted by the Housing Authority. 

Target 4 . Begin a new project on the Regal Pale site for 
approximately 100~units of family housing^ 

Statement .: Since July 1, 1970, the redevelopment plan for 

Regal Pale was prepared by the Redevelopment Agency in coopera- 
tion with the Department of City Planning and the Mission 
CCalition Organization (MCO) . The plan accommodates approxi- 
mately 130 new units of private housing for households of 
low-to-moderate income. On October 22, 1970, the City Planning 
Commission recommended approval of the redevelopment plan. A 
bi-lingual report by the MCO and the Agency on the redevelop- 
ment program for Regal Pale was published on November 13, 1970. 
Following a joint public hearing of the San Francisco Redevelop- 
ment Agency and the Board of Supervisors on November 23, 1970, 
the Redevelopment Agency approved the redevelopment plan on 
that^date. The Board of Supervisors approved the official 
plan oh January 11, 1971. The Redevelopment Agency authorized 
the submittal of a loan and grant application to HUD on 
January 26, 1971. 


The following commentary, while not immediately related 
to the targets stated above, provides additional information 
on the status of the City's redevelopment program. 

According to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 

331 units of moderate— priced housing were produced prior to 
1968. In 1968-, the 140 units in Midtown Park became available 
for moderate-income families. Another 383 units of low-to- 
moderate priced housing were completed in 1969 and 110 in 1970.* 


*These were counted in the 1969 inventory. 
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Thus, as of the end of 1970, 964 units of housing were com- 
pleted and available for households of low and moderate 
income. Subject to adequate Federal funding, 1,120 units of 
such housing is scheduled for completion in 1971. 

As the table on the following page indicates, there are 
13 109 new housing units included in the redevelopment program. 
Of* these, -5,920 or 45 percent are socially oriented housing 
units for families and individuals of low to moderate income. 
With an additional 2,900 units identified for retention- 
habilitation, the total redevelopment housing program involves 
over 16,000 units. A program of this magnitude entails removal 
of existing substandard housing, and there is also necessarily 
a time lag between the period of demolition and the period of 
replacement construction. The rate of new construction will 
be affected not only by normal factors in redevelopment such 
as acquisition of land, relocation of households into standard 
housing, preparation of sites, design of buildings, selection 
of sponsors and arranging financing, but also by additional 
factors such as the vagaries of the housing financing market 
and of government funding for such projects. The United 
States Government credit policy with its negative effect o 
usable mortgage resources, an inadequate supply of Federal 
funds for low-to-moderate priced private housing, and a 
long-standing unwillingness of the Federal government to fund 
scattered public housing in a timely fashion have all resulted 
in a slowdown in the level of production. 
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TABLE 15 




NEW HOUSING UNITS COMPLETED AND SCHEDULED IN RENEWAL AREAS 

December 31, 1970 


Project Area 
Diamond Heights 
Western Addition A-l 
Golden Gateway 
Western Addition A-2 
Yerba Buena Center 
Hunters Point 
Regal Pale 

TOTAL 


Regular Market 
Private Housing 
Compl . Sched . Total 


637 

1,262 

1,899 

1,164 

- 

1,164 

1,254 

1,301 

2,555 

- 

900 

900 

- 

- 

- 

- 

671 

671 

— 

- 

- 


3,055 4,134 7,189 


Low- to Moderate- 
Priced Housing 
Compl . Sched . Total 

275 162 437 

471 183 654 

218 2,974 3,192 

276 276 

1,231 1,231 

130 130 

964 4,956 5,920* 


Total 


Compl . 

Sched 

. Total 

912 

1,424 

2,336 

1,635 

183 

1,818 

1,254 

1,301 

2,555 

218 

3,874 

4,092 

- 

276 

276 

- 

1,902 

1,902 

- 

130 

130 

4,019 

9,090 

13,109 


*Ser d IIction P ^itd)Uro" g secSn a 236 5 ' 2 o 4 *° U ? ing Units ^ally financed 

income to qualify. Some of the oriv^; °?° U P ants °f a11 “its must have limited 

through either the Rent Supplement Proaram^r the allo, r ated for low-income households 
Authority under Section 23. Program or the leasing of units to the Housing 


Source: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, December 31, 1970. 
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THE DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 


The Department of Public Works administers two major 
programs having a significant impact on the city's stock of 
housing. They are FACE (Federally Assisted Code Enforcement 
Program) and that of the Division of Apartment House and Hotel 
Inspection. The former is an intensive property conservation 
campaign undertaken in designated areas of the city and making 
use of Federal subsidies in the form of low interest loan 
guarantees to encourage the maintenance and improvement of 
residential property. The latter program is citywide in 
scope and affects every structure having three or more units. 
It is entirely under the auspices of the City and no especial 
subsidies are available either for its administration or its 
execution. The immediate aim of the program is to assure 
safe and sanitary housing conditions in the city's very 
extensive apartment house stock. 

Federally Assisted Code Enforcement Program 

Target ]A. Finish Federally Assisted Code Enforcement (FACE ) 
areas 1-4 by June, 1970 . 

Statement : These areas, consisting of Arguello Park (Inner 

Richmond) , Bi^ena Vista, Glen Park and Great Highway, were 
completed. They contain a total of 5,781 housing units. 

Target IB. Finish FACE areas 5-7 by March, 1972 . 

Statement : The deadline for these areas, which are Alamo 

Square, Bernal Heights I, and the Duboce Triangle, has been 
advanced to April, 1973. 4,084 housing units are involved. 

Target 2 . Begin FACE areas 8 and 9 (Inner Richmond and 
Upper Ashbury) in 1971 . 

Statement : Applications for these two areas containing 5,627 

housing units, were submitted to the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development in January, 1971. 

Target 3 . Initiate feasibility studies for expansion of 
FACE to the following areas . 

Group A 

Alamo Square to Page Laguna or Haight -Fillmore 
Bernal Heights areas 1I-VII 
Duboce Triangle to Upper Market 
South Bayshore 


JJ 
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Group B 

Inner Richmond north of Geary 
Upper Ashbury-Inner Sunset 

un dertake n . ThS feasibillt y studi « *or the areas will be 

Target 4 . E stablish and maint ain contact in neinhhoi- hn^= 
with program potenti als: Excelsior, Haight- 
Ashbury, Mission, Oceanview and Potrero districts. 


iar^a s . C ° ntact Wil1 be establish e<3 and maintained in 

f ^Photef Divisiop of Apartment House 

Target 1. Continue inspecting apartment houses and hotels 
at the ra te of l,00u s tructures n»r- » Q nV 

l ogram jFlffp 111 systematic Code Enforcement 

Statement: in regard to the four items mentioned the 

•, Public Works has proceeded with the' latest 

startinq 1 earlv S 3 n°T COmplete inspections toward compliance 
starting early m January. This will result -in u „■ 

been initiated on about 4,600 buildings. The LtS of brine" 9 

ve?y a sati s fIc?OT?" C and n atMT^ hazar<Jous buildings has blen 
i • -p Y ° aris factory, and, at the current rate, the most severe 

si£h ye£ of^fT ShOUld have been abatafl b ? ^out ?he 

sixtn year or the 10-year program. 


Target 2 . Study the Systematic Code Enforcement Pro gram for 
S impact on rents a nd tenants. Prescribe ways 
j ^gram Viate hardships that ma v r esult from t he" 


citvwidP^ V nless , Federal fu nds are made available on a 
thS3 ? basis ' and necessary State legislation enacted 
there is no means by which the Department of Public Works 
can reduce the impact of the Systematic Code ITfoicelZt 

legfsl^on'hLV^ te J ants * To date neither funds nor the 
legislation has been made available. 

^der^hA? 0 ^ 1 660 build± ngs were brought into compliance 

enn bh ? ^Y stematlc Code Enforcement Program, out of the 
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1 a 17 percent reduction of the Priority 1 buildings (over 

, 340 buildings) . 

) The main effort is to bring the worst buildings into compliance 

>1 first, eliminating the life hazards and, therefore, providing 

! the greatest degree of overall effectiveness of the program. 

It should also be noted that the Systematic Program has 
; already placed under code action the vast majority of the 

worst buildings in San Francisco. Consequently, to some 
extent the program in the future should have lesser impact 
on rents and tenants . 

! Finally, the Department is working on the development of 

’ ! improved Federal housing laws to give greater recognition to 

citywide needs for assistance to owners of buildings that 
must be brought up to code so as to provide citywide equity 
to the Systematic Program comparable to that of the FACE 
' Program. 


S 

I 
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Target 3. Submit a revised Plumbing Code to the Board of 
Supervisors for adoption by 1971 . 

Statement : The first draft of the Plumbing Code has been 

forwarded to the review groups. The date of conclusion of 
the first draft review is February 16. Forwarding the second 
draft consisting of those pages containing changes to industry 
in March with a due date for completion of that review is 
anticipated in April. July is the target date set for com- 
pletion and transmittal of the code to the Board of Supervisors. 

Target 4 . As required, review the Building Code by 1971 . 

Statement : Review of the Building Code has commenced and 

several changes recommended by industry have been received. 
Several months will be required to draft and transmit initial 
code changes to review groups. Delays have been caused by 
lack of adequate personnel for plan checking and by the work 
being done on the Plumbing Code. However, the code may be 
transmitted in sections within the 1971 time period in keeping 
with the original schedule. 
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SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY 

fusing for low- income people is the responsibility of 

Established in the 1930's, the Housing 
ty * h ? S 1 and mana 9 es conventional public housinq, 

which^eiLirt^rnm^i^ 09 ^™' and 1S en 9 a U ed in housing programs 
mi? fr ° th older ' concentrated housing programs. 

£i bh ? ugh ^ ac counts for less than two percent of the city's 
ousing stock, it is a principal resource for low-income 
families in need of shelter which is both adequate and com- 

the nepd^ h n?°? e sbandarda ‘ . In its programs it tries to meet 
the needs of low-income families and elderly individuals 

using money from Federal sources supplemented by local funds 
to build, purchase, or lease housing. 

Target 1 . Execute the remaining leases of the ori ginal 

1^ 500 allotted under the Section 23 LegflHg~Proqram . 

Statement : The Department of Housing and Urban Development 
reduced the allotment of Section 23 units from 1,500 to 1,150 
J he ® nd of March, 1971, this quota will have been used up 

from°?hP ? UD ? aS bSen re< 3 uested to return the 350 units deleted 
m the local program, no response has been received from 
them at the date of this report. 

Target 2 ‘ Comp lete four units of fa mily housing and 621 unil-s 
for the elder ly which are under construction . 

statement: Since July, 1970, 146 units of housing for the 

elder iy were completed and occupied. (These figures are not 

ifnlTr i? the 1970 housin 9 inventory report since compli^ 

741 un III ™ projects were filed in 1971.) In addition, 
f ^ tS T are current ly under construction of which 735 are 
for eider ly persons and six for families. It is anticipated 
a a save 99 of these units will be completed in 1971. 

Target 3. Construct 2 4 1 units of family housing and 705 units 
for the elderly which are in the planning phase . 

statement : Of these, 43 units of family housing and 168 units 

a the elderly are now in the construction phase! 

a total of 211 units. Their completion in 1971 is anticipated. 

Target 4. Begin construction of 


Target 4. Begin const ruction of new projects not yet in the 

planning phas e which i nvolve approximately 36 family 
units and 201 units for the elderly . 1 * 

gt atement : The construction of these units depends upon the 

dS fr ° m HUD - At P resent ' the funding process 
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Target 5. Investigate potential proposals involving 

approximately 720 family units and 770 units 
for the elderly. Begin construction on the most 
feasible of these proposals. 


Statement : The reorganization of the Department of Housing 

and Urban Development entails new criteria and guidelines for 
processing proposals. Until they have been clarified, this 
target cannot be evaluated. 

Target 6. Continue to search for sites. Concentrate on the 
planning areas that fall below the citywide ratio 
of public housing units in the city. 


Statement : This aim is being realized through joint efforts 

bv the staff of the Housing Authority and the Department of 
City Planning. It should be noted that much depends upon 
the new monetary policies which will be put into effect on 
the reorganization proposed by the Administration. At present 
HUD approval for 69 units of housing, 36 for the elderly and 
33 for families is awaited. These, given approval in time, 
may be completed in 1971. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


In 1970, the city experienced the lowest growth in 
housing units during the span covered by these reports, which 
began in 1960. It is quite probable that it was the lowest 
addition during' the postwar years, as well. Immediate pros- 
pects of a change in this trend are not yet clear. Figures 
available thus far in 1971 do not indicate an increase above 
the 1970 new construction authorizations for dwelling units. 

In last year's report, the impact of Federal policy on 
local housing was noted. The contribution of Federally sub- 
sidized housing was a major and significant factor in the net 
gain experienced by the city in 1969. In 1970, no housing 
units were added as a result of Federal programs, but a 
number were removed. However, the generally slow construction 
rate is deceptive. As noted in the report, a number of 
housing units will be added to the stock in 1971 as a result 
of both Redevelopment and Housing Authority programs. 

The implications of last year's report continue to hold. 
Despite a higher completion rate for single-family housing, 
the city experienced a net loss of units in this category, as 
it did in all lower density housing. Only the completion of 
a major apartment building in the Marina district offset the 
losses for the city. 

Perhaps the most important conclusion which may be drawn 
from this year's figures is the significance of a coordinated 
policy on housing for the city which is represented by the 
Improvement Plan for Residence . Housing will become an even 
more valued resource in. the years to come, especially in older 
urban centers, and every effort must be made to maintain its 
quality or to improve it when that is deemed necessary. A 
comprehensive and constantly monitored progress towards 
publicly acknowledged goals for housing should become the 
hallmark of good city administration in the 70' s. 



APPENDIX TABLE A 
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APPENDIX TABLE B 




New 

Construction by Census Tract and Structure 
San Francisco, 1970 

Type 



Census Tract 

Number of Structures and Units 


Single Family I 

2 

3 4 5-9 

10-19 

1 20 or More 1 

Total 


Number of Structures and Units 
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Demolition by Census Tract and Structure Type 
San Francisco, 1970 


Census Tract 





Number of 

Structures and Units 



Single Family 

2 

3 

4 

5- 

9 

10- 

19 

20 or 

More 

Total 

Str . 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

Str. 

Unit 

City Total 

129 

129 

62 

124 

33 

99 

21 

84 

18 

113 

7 

89 

3 

92 

273 

730 

A2 

1 

1 













1 

1 

7 

1 

1 













1 

1 

9 

1 

1 













1 

1 

11 

1 - 

1 













1 

1 

12 











1 

18 



1 

18 

B3 

1 

1 













1 

1 

5 



1 

2 



1 

■4 







2 

6 

7 

3 

3 










1 



3 

.3 

8 

1 

1 





2 

8 







3 

9“ 

D1 

1 

1 













1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

3 









3 

6 

E2 

5 

5 













5 

5 

3 

7 

7 













7 

7 

G1 

1 

1 










I 



1 

1 

2 



1 

2 











1 

2 

3 

1 

1 













1 

1 

4 

4 

4 













4 

4 

HI 

1 

1 

1 

2 











2 

3 

2 

1 

1 

1 

2 











2 

3 

J2 

2 

2 



1 

3 

2 

8 







5 

13 

3 



3 

6 











3 

6 

5B 





1 

3 









1 

3 

6 

5 

5 

9 

18 

6 

18 

1 

4 




1 



21 

45 

7 

6 

6 

9 

18 

6 

18 

1 

4 

3 

16 





25 

62 

8 



4 

8 

3 

9 

1 

4 

4 

27 





12 

48 

9 



2 

4 

2 

6 



1 

6 

1 

16 



6 

32 

10 

1 

1 

6 

12 

4 

12 

4 

16 

7 

45 

4 

46 

2 

56 

28 

188 

12 

2 

2 

2 

4 : 



1 

4 







5 

10 

, 13 



1 

2 

1 

3 

2 ! 

8 







4 

13 

14 

1 

1 

2 

4 

1 

3 

1 j 

4 







5 

12 

17 

1 

1 

1 

2 





2 

14 





4 

17 

IB 







i! 

4 







1 

4 

20 



1 

2 











1 

2 



s. 















K1 

1 

1 

2 

4 





1 

8 



1 

36 

5 

49 

3 

1 

1 





l 

4 







2 

5 

5 



1 

2 











1 

2 

6 



1 

2 











1 

2 

LI 





1 

3 









1 

3 

4 

2 

2 

2 

4 











4 

6 

5A 

44 

44 

6 

12 

1 

3 









51 

59 

5B 

1 

1 













1 

1 
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